Consent 6/10/2008 ltem # 16

SEMINOLE COUNTY GOVERNMENT
AGENDA MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Professional Services: PS-3065-08/DRS - Continuous Construction Engineering
and Inspection Services Agreement for SR 434 Widening and Resurfacing from Montgomery
Road to |-4

DEPARTMENT: Administrative Services DIVISION: Purchasing and Contracts
AUTHORIZED BY: Frank Raymond CONTACT: Jacqui Perry EXT: 7114
MOTION/RECOMMENDATION:

Approve ranking list and authorize staff to negotiate rates for PS-3065-08/DRS - Continuous
Construction Engineering and Inspection Services Agreement for SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to I-4 with Mehta & Associates of Winter Park, Florida
(Estimated Usage Amount of $1,300,000.00 over the term of the Agreement).

County-wide Ray Hooper

BACKGROUND:

PS-3065-08/DRS will provide continuous Construction Engineering and Inspection Services
Agreement for SR 434 Widening and Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to I-4 including, but
not limited to, administration of the construction agreement to determine that the project is in
reasonable conformity with the plans, specifications and contract provisions, as described in
the detailed Scope of Services.

The project was publicly advertised and the County received sixteen (16) submittals listed
alphabetically:

* Dick Corporation
* DMJM Harris

* DRMP
* GBF Engineering, Inc.

* HDR Construction Control
« JBS

* KCCS

* Keith & Schnars, Inc

* Mehta & Associates, Inc
* PB Americas, Inc.

*PBS & J



* Reynolds, Smith and Hills Inc.

» SAI Consulting Engineers, Inc.
* TEG Inc.

* Volkert Construction Services

» Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc

The Evaluation Committee, which consisted of Brett Blackadar, Principal Engineer, Public
Works - Engineering; Steve Douglas, Principal Engineer, Public Works - Engineering; William
Glennon, Principal Engineer, Public Works - Engineering; Gary Johnson, Public Works
Director; and Jerry McCollum, County Engineer, Public Works, evaluated the submittals and
agreed to shortlist five (5) firms. The Evaluation Committee interviewed these firms giving
consideration to the following criteria:

* Identification of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this project
» Team Experience

« Similar Project Experience

* Innovative/Cost Savings Ideas

The attached backup documentation includes the Bid Tabulation, the Presentation Summary &
Scoring Sheets, the Evaluation Summary Sheet and the Project Scope. The Evaluation
Committee recommends that the Board approve the ranking below and authorize staff to
negotiate rates with the top ranked firm in accordance with F.S. 287.055, the Consultants
Competitive Negotiation Act (CCNA):

¢ Mehta & Associates, Inc
e Post Buckley Schuh and Jernigan (PBS&J)
¢ Wilbur Smith Associates

¢ PB Americas
¢ DMJM Harris

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Board approve ranking list and authorize staff to negotiate rates for
PS-3065-08/DRS - Continuous Construction Engineering and Inspection Services Agreement
for SR 434 Widening and Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to 1-4 with Mehta & Associates
of Winter Park, Florida (Estimated Usage Amount of $1,300,000.00 over the term of the
Agreement).



ATTACHMENTS:

1. PS-3065-08_DRS - Backup Documentation

Additionally Reviewed By:

2 County Attorney Review ( Ann Colby )




B.C.C. - SEMINOLE COUNTY, FL
PS TABULATION SHEET

ALL SUBMITTALS ACCEPTED BY SEMINOLE COUNTY ARE SUBJECT TO THE

PS NUMBER: PS-3065-08/DRS COUNTY'S TERMS AND CONDITIONS AND ANY AND ALL ADDITIONAL TERMS AND
CONDITIONS SUBMITTED BY THE PROPOSERS ARE REJECTED AND SHALL HAVE
. . . . . NO FORCE AND EFFECT. PS DOCUMENTS FROM THE PROPOSERS LISTED
PSTITLE Continuous Construction Engineering and Inspection  {gREIN ARE THE ONLY SUBMITTALS RECEIVED TIMELY AS OF THE ABOVE
Services Agreement for SR 434 Widening & OPENING DATE AND TIME. ALL OTHER PS DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED IN
mmw_(_—..._"mo_—:_@ from 7\_03ﬁ©03®ﬂ< Road to |-4 RESPONSE TO THIS SOLICITATION, IF ANY, ARE HEREBY REJECTED AS LATE.
DATE: March 19, 2008 TIME: 2:00 P.M.
RESPONSE -1- RESPONSE -2- RESPONSE -3- RESPONSE -4-
Dick Corporation DMJM Harris DRMP, Inc. GBF Engineering, Inc.

375 Douglas Ave., Ste 2002
Altamonte Springs, FL 32714

Daniel P. Sokal, P.E.
(407) 865-5677 Phone
(407) 862-5170 Fax

20 N. Orange Ave., Ste 407
Orlando, FL 32801

Barry Fiandra, P.E.
(407) 246-7112 Phone
(407) 649-7188 Fax

941 Lake Baldwin Lane
Orlando, FL 32814

Mark E. Puckett, P.E.
(407) 896-0594 Phone
(407) 896-4836 Fax

5340 NW 10" Terrace
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309

Gladys Dilmaghani
(954) 492-9921 Phone
(954) 492-9909 Fax

RESPONSE -5-

RESPONSE -6-

RESPONSE -7-

RESPONSE -8-

HDR Construction Control, Inc.

315 E. Robinson St., Ste 400
Orlando, FL 32801

Larry Sellers, P.E.
(407) 420-4200 — Phone
(407) 420-4242 — Fax

JBS, Inc.
15 Windsormere Way, Ste 200
Oviedo, FL 32765

Jelinda F. Boles
(407) 359-6437 Phone
(407) 971-4998 Fax

KCCS, Inc.
2005 Murcott Drive, Unit E
St. Cloud, FL 34771

Jason Boulnois, P.E.
(407) 891-6855 Phone
(407) 891-6955 Fax

Keith & Schnars, Inc.
6500 North Andrews Ave.
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33309

John P. Cleland, P.E.
(954) 776-1616 Phone
(954) 771-7690 Fax

RESPONSE -9-

RESPONSE -10-

RESPONSE -11-

RESPONSE -12-

Mehta & Associates, Inc
One Purlieu PI., Ste. 100
Winter Park, FL 32792

Vipin C. Mehta, P.E.
(407) 657-6662 Phone
(407) 657-9579 Fax

PB Americas, Inc.
5405 West Cypress St, Ste 300
Tampa, Florida 33607

G. Dewey Martin 1ll, P.E.
(813) 287-2626 Phone
(813) 282-8409 Fax

PBS & J
482 S. Keller Rd.
Orlando, FL 32810-6101

Steven W. Martin, P.E.
(407) 647-7275 Phone
(407) 838-1601 Fax

Reynolds, Smith and Hills Inc.
1000 Legion PI., Ste. 870
Orlando, FL 32801

Dale A. Barnes, P.E.
(407) 893-5870 Phone
(407) 648-9171 Fax




RESPONSE -13-

RESPONSE -14-

RESPONSE -15-

RESPONSE -16-

SAl Consulting Engineers, Inc.

7380 Sand Lake Rd, Ste 500
Orlando, FL 32819

James J. Lombardi, P.E.
(407) 352-5273 Phone
(407) 351-1901 Fax

TEG, Inc.
160 International Pkwy, Ste 250
Heathrow, Florida, 32746

Jamal A. Hassouneh, P.E.
(407) 829-7818 Phone
(407) 829-7918 Fax

Volkert Construction Services, Inc.

151 South Wymore Rd, Ste 550
Altamonte Springs, FL 32714

Jack W. Roberts, P.E.
(407) 682-2045 Phone
(407) 682-7861 Fax

Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc.
3191 Maguire Blvd., Ste. 200
Orlando, FL 32803

Adrian B. Share, P.E.
(407) 896-5851 Phone
(407) 896-9165 Fax

Tabulated and Posted by David R. Santiago, CPPB (March 20, 2008 at 1005)

Evaluation/Short List Committee Meeting: April 23, 2008 at 10:00 a.m., PW/Engineering, 520 Lake Mary Blvd, Sanford, FL 32773

Short listed firm: Mehta & Associates; DMJM Harris; PBS&J; PB Americas & Wilbur Associates. (Updated on April 24, 2008 at 1400)

Presentations: Thursday, May 8, 2008 beginning at 08:30 a.m.., PW/Engineering, Lake Jesup Room, 520 Lake Mary Blvd, Sanford, FL 32773

Recommendation for Ranking and Authorization for Negotiation for BCC Agenda June 24, 2008: 1. Mehta & Associates, Inc; 2. PBS&J; 3. Wilbur Smith Associates;
4. PB Americas; 5. DMJM Harris (Updated by J. Perry 5/08/2008 3:30 PM EST):

Board of County Commissioners Agenda Date — Approve and award: TBD



PRESENTATION RANKINGS
PS-3065-08/DRS - Continious CE&I! Services Agreement for SR 434 Widening and Resurfacing

DATE 5/8/2008 TIME 8:30 AM EST
Steve Douglas Bill Glennon Gary Johnson Brett Blackadar Jerry McCollum Total Ranking
DMJM Harris 5 5 3 5 3 21 5
Mehta & Associates 1 3 1 1 2 8 1
PB Americas, inc. 3 1 5 4 5 18 4
PBS &J 2 4 2 3 1 12 2
Wilbur Smith Associates 4 2 4 2 4 16 3

PRESENTATION RANKINGS
P$-3065-08/DRS -~ Continious CE&I Services Agreement for SR 434 Widening and Resurfacing

The Evaluation Committee agrees to the following ranking:

Steyé Douglas /" Gary/d hnson Jerry McCollum

A o —

Bill Glennon

Brett Bfackadar
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Presentation Evaluation s }

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to -4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: DMJM Harris

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _J ‘@Vf*}; M i C::} B \m YV

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion will equat 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
e Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

e o = 0

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Identification of Critlcag Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pts . Goed Dt
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Ranking__ & . Total Score (0-100) __ 7 /-2 5

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to |-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PB Americas

%

e
o

3
5 iy g i
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: . J-rvesy . & o five

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of‘ﬁ points allotted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
+ Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

& & & @

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: identification of Critical Issues refated to the Construction of this Preject, 50 pts
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Ranking ffg Total Score (0-100) __ ¥ - @§
' Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to I-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Wilbur Smith

7
W -
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: \\a} Loe b N\ e (u g & i

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number ofi points allotted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
+ Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

e & &

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Identificaﬂon of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pts
Cobigel g gieems  wPAUT o lewe\  Dsteey ge {0{E g
R--‘Q»M'*! k.t‘&;“‘e Py - D-e dmcle 6{. Lo ?"“\eé"‘f’” B2y Lo n o e e %'-‘f"-- Ex
P "ET--‘I':; £ Aﬁﬁ%" St & e gy, b v oA QQW -
G, brovg e Bl comai, Az i e T el 4 - p"’“ 5. £ iy Sind i s 7

u—&.\-’pﬂ*{ ~Necw ‘ Crow A O ) o e
RAwny LN Score 3% - %
; g i (0-50)
Criteria: Team Experience, 20 pts ,
Vo e boeter \c-m:s@ o { {3 mpom sy T merd [
S AT ) V,.—.-£~- [T e, o "7; G, G, ,,s"y% G Kl ?z‘ o
Promg sil¥ € \J ' %O
: o
A ~1 Ew A

Score &0
(0-20)
Criteria: Similar project Experience, 15 pts
C:«,,-cﬂu AT o ey ‘{Zﬁ&{ L (o N e »-\)é .
SR 436 OF mdy et SRR T e frect b

5
U l‘v\‘} 3 P "’%\u

o

Score | #+ ¢

(0-15)

Criteria: Innovative/Cost Savings Ideas 15 pis o .
e a A & oy N S R e N

chos  —idw ¥ Sane o g iy

FLW '%'““ SRR s\ V2 Y pif"% "‘"‘Swj ‘ ¢ ore Y

e r"'_g‘,w -
-2 L) Score t1.5%
s ©-15)

Ranking__: | Total Score (0-100) 78 05



Ranking & Total Score (0-100) ¥ 37
Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS - CEIl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to 1-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS&J

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: \.éﬁ vre e &kl

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the numbergof points allotted for each. The total
number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

L
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Ranking Total Score (0-100) 5 2.5

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to I-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Mehta Engineering

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: % <oyt E‘%« = ffﬁ %&\A AL

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
¢ Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

s 9 5 @

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria. T 0
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Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: P8-3085-08/DRS —~ CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to -4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: DMJM Harris

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _ ZvEY  ous i A%

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allofted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion will equat 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
»  Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respecis.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

2 ¢ 9 @

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evalustion criteria.

Criteria; Identification of Critical Issues related fo the Construction of this Project, 50 pis
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Ranking Total Score (0-100)

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Monigomery Road to i-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Mehta Engineering

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _STEVEN  ThvetnS

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points aliofted for each. The fotal

number of peints for all criterion will aqual 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
o Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

‘Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workabie but needs clarifications

Unaccepiable, Needs major help to be acceptable

¢ & 8 @

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses am’é deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Identification of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pis
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Ranking . Total Score {(0-100)

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to -4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PB Americas

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _ STEWM) Ty ulg( A S

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each, The iofal

number of points for all criterion will egual 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
e  Quistanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be accepiable

¢ & @ @

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies o support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Critefia: Identification of Critical issues related to the Construction of this Project 50 pis
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Ranking Total Score (0-100)

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS - CE! Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to 1-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS&J

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _ “STEVE~ [ Davha LAS

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of poinis allotied for each. The fotal

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
s Outsianding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in alt respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable buf needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

@ ¢ & 9

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for sach of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Identification of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pts :
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Ranking Total Score (0-100)
Presentatmn Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS —~ CEIl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to -4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Wilbur Smith

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: §7EU\’:N Dsves Lﬁ*%

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The {otal

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
e Quistanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in alt respects.

Gooed, Mo major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workabile but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help {o be accepiable

e @ 9 @

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Iﬂentlf ication of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pts
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Ranking ‘ Total Score (0-100)
Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS ~ CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to -4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Wilbur Smith

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 4 1ia wm 4. alpaann

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points aflotted for each. The totai

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following generaf guidelines:
« Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excelient, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

& & 0 #

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Identification of Crifical Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pts
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Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to 1-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: DMJM Harris

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: M (e - éf@ qroA

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up {0 the number of points allotted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
« Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

o * & 2

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: identification of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this Project; 50 pis
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Ranking Total Score (0-100)

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEIl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to -4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Mehta Engineering

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ) 1 aen 51 &fowssa

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total

number of points for alt criterion will equatl 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
¢ Outstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excelient, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

s & & &

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: ldentification of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pis
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Ranking Total Score (0-100)

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS - CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
' Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to I-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PB Americas

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: /) {/yauin /M. (ol o2 0 om

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up fo the number of points allotted for each. The total
number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
¢ Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
» Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.
s Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
e Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications
= Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: ldentification of Critical 1ssues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pts
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Ranking Total Score {0-100)

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS$-3065-08/DRS — CEI Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road te 1-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS&J

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: !‘fu’P ;gﬁﬁ@z 2. Colewoma

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
s Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excelient, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

® & & @»

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: ldentification of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pis
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Ranking Total Score (0-100)

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEIl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to 1-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS&J

/s
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ch’% / ée’“% V{f’/“‘t»’

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The fotal
number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
Outstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excelient, Very Good, Solid in ali respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptabie, Needs major help to be acceptable

» & & & 8

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: !der;pﬂg:atton of Chtlcai issues relgted to the Construct:on of thls Project, 50 pts
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Ranking Total Score (0-100)
Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEIl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to -4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Wilbur Smith

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 5[?71 &C;/éléf

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total
number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guideiines:
Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unaceceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

C&eria: Iden’tiﬁc{gtion ;f Cntacal Issues related to the Construct:on of this Project, 50 pts

J’l"‘w"?‘ ,4‘;_,, g kg .».'-"'/{
léé":f'rl,r;;' ‘ e sk o V//l’f./ rf:’;/ Iy '-"‘ . 7&“ //-:”%
{ /ﬂ{, ’-'5/; é',frj, ,.«'_f)/ﬁ ///f"’ff(u///@/ fi”‘.‘“re‘&‘

; {,.
Pt VA e {,/i’/f\ Fh ey b
\ by ,/J//érz/ mxmﬁdf’-ff- Lopiw S ot f‘/‘{' .f-?' s ,.c’“/’:f/r

bt o H Score 4/7‘

(0-50)

<
<oy

Criteria: Team Experience, 20 pts

%‘% /2’/'4{ 2 ‘}J)y Ll /? : -";igﬁy"'ﬁw{ﬁ‘ﬂ*---'// @ﬁf e Jj/ 7, /}f r“v“ .;‘wy:v,-.‘;fﬂ?'i !
Cadhit? gl Dyl oo /L% (L o)  [Eam o ,’fﬁ&my‘“‘”
Yl Zrals Do s
T

Score )0
(0-20)

Criteria: Similar project Experience, 15 pis

. 2 e = = i g o e
ey £ e P L P - T g
"/ /»‘{? A /7/;" e ot A'/”’" X:) Sl ST T e 2 Gy Sty L |t )

//m a o a’/ / 4 (/&1 ;.% “’,'/ w f\_-’/zj;*\, ! ‘r{”a ézi;‘l.ﬁ;.-"f’?’?’ ety /{\'{ /:[“E;Im-v-fu /’La/" g
Tl (o //y‘/;';f;f & /,é}é’ A g

Score / s

(0-15)
Crltena nnovative/Cost Savmgs ideas, 15 pts

W(ﬁ/ﬁf £ /m, v 4 fﬂ/ , (%,/479" ,//m,y./r A\x it
/‘?ﬁ”/&//‘;@ Mé/ﬂ’t/‘ Sl /[urm: FAa Mff//?f ”‘!"f"ln//- A’/'/f}:ﬂﬁx”ﬁ'&‘

to /w/ L n, %f” -,"&?:?n,?ff: S 5;’ “ f o il o

//ﬁlf Pas "T.""_/f./f//'fja(‘
Score / 5

(0-15)

Ranking D— Total Score (0-100) q Q\



Ranking Total Score (0-100)

Presentation Evaiuation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to I-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PB Americas

y g 7
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ﬁf"f’/f? g@/ﬁf*’f%ﬁfrw‘éw :

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total
number of points for all ¢riterion will equat 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help fo be acceptable

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Ident;facat;on of Crttscal Issues related to the Constructaon of th:s Project, 50 pis
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Ranking Total Score (0-100)

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to 1-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Mehta Engineering

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBer: _ Lore 7/~ /59 s

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total
number of peints for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
Quistanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in ail respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable bui needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.
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Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to I-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: DMJM Harris

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: g/?f /%ég%&?ﬂ

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up o the number of points allotted for each. The total
number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Crlterla Identification of Critical Issues related to the Constructlon of thls Pro;ect 50 pts |
(N o Cen s r‘/’w : ’/f\/"" e'::!’/."” A z/ [T e ‘ : g
f‘t’«.‘v\-miﬁ . é/r ://' /’f i
s i/c’,’n A e s

B bt M L i
»v---\ + 2 .,,.;
{/—'0"&" ,:» ; I —7 o ,« &F/"’r/ o Flaa 7 é}; " TRy A B e
- o

: é’ﬁ’w“/fbvws W;/{m c -
J 5&/:/{ ’ % Score %LS

&g . {,;,;5 ,:\"

(0-50)
Criteria: Team Experience, 20 pts
/ _ .
/4{4/ /Lﬁwf o g f”f el ST T g A ':’fi; L st
Eoinenid / 77
Score (?
(0-20

Criteria: Similar project Experience, 15 pis

- P £
/ 7/5_ & 7/ / DT W 2l Brran S ﬁ/ .f/\‘/}-é‘t"ﬁ'"? ¥ e il

=

Crlter;a innovatwe/Cost Savmgs ldeas, 15 pis /\ /_

s e en M;A /fifn . /{ﬂ P éﬁ“ f&w/ e ///"' 7 A
e S 0 EETR A

;r; (76 i ?4.1/”(; - Lo (7’/\ F o an gertiing "f“ fef f 0T 2

f‘"‘«.

s
7
/
J 4t

Wl/"h ; M/ﬂfgft /f —'.ézf P .*’M/: Jffffy;/!v’ﬁ>‘f-r~ f{ { {
: Ak
Score ] 0

[ =, ot 5., 5



Ranking | Total Score (0-100) _ 93

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS — CEIl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to |-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Mehta Engineering

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: A ohnbSo

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion wili equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
» Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

* & ® =

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: |dentification of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pts
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Ranking_Z- Total Score (0-100) g Z

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS - CEIl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to -4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS&J

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: &

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total
number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guideiines:
Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

. & & * 9

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: dentification of Critical Issues related to the Constructign pf this Project, 50 pts
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Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS - CEl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to |-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: DMJM Harris

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: éﬁ\ﬂ:\) :S-Oy\ nse n

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
» Qutstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs dlarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

. & & »

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Idenhflcataon of Critical Issues related to the Construc’flon of this Project, 50 pis
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Ranking Total Score {(0-100)
Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS-3065-08/DRS - CEIl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to |-4

SUBMITTAL. COMPANY NAME: Wilbur Smith

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: é’a@ Jhrson

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion up to the number of points allotted for each. The total
number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
e Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, CostTime Savings
Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.
~ Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications
Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Identification of Critical Issues related tg the Construction of tms Project, 50 pts
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Ranking g Total Score (0-100) __( g_('g

Presentation Evaluation

SUBJECT: PS$-3065-08/DRS — CEIl Services for or SR 434 Widening and
Resurfacing from Montgomery Road to |-4

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PB Americas

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: __ (56112, Joolncaun

INSTRUCTICNS: Score each criterion up to the number of poinis allotted for each. The total

number of points for all criterion will equal 100 points based on the following general guidelines:
» Quistanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects,

Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Please describe any strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your
assessment for each of the above stated evaluation criteria.

Criteria: Identification of Critical Issues related to the Construction of this Project, 50 pts
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EVALUATION RANKINGS - Wednesday, April 23, 2008
PS-3065-08/DRS - CEl for SE 434 Widening and Resurfacing from Montgomery Rd to -4

B. Blackadar S. Douglas W. Glennon G. Johnson J. McCollum TOTAL POINTS RANKING

Diek Corporation 14 13 13 16 16 72 14
DMJM Harris : 2 3 3 5 3 16 2
DRMP, inc. 7 10 7 <] 7 37 I
GBF Engineering, inc. 11 12 12 13 15 83 12
HDPR Construction Control, Inc. 8 8 8 2 9 35 6
JBS, Inc. 16 16 16 12 14 74 16
KCCS, Inc. 13 14 14 14 11 68 13
Keith & Schnars, Inc. 5 7 8 4 4 26 8
Biehia & Associates, Inc. 4 2 4 1 1 12 1
PB Americas, Inc. 3 4 1 7 5 20 4
PBS&J 1 5 5 3 2 16 2
Reynolds, Smith and Hills, inc. g 6 10 g 8 42 9
$Al Consulting Engineers, Inc. 15 15 16 18 13 73 15
TEG, Inc. 10 11 g 10 10 50 10
Volkert Construction Services, inc. 12 ] i1 11 12 55 11
Wilbur Smith Associates, Inc. 6 4 2 8 8 23 5

The Evaluation Committee agrees to short-list the following firms:

/Bret Qmoﬂﬁr Jerry MeCollum
[T \\ §T\

Steve Doluglas Gafy ,_o:nmmﬂ\c

William Glennon




EXHIBIT “A"
CE&| SCOPE OF SERVICES.

Foi ‘
SR 434 —~ Monigomery Rd to 1-4

GENERAL '

It shell be the responsibility of the CONSULTANT fo provide services as necessary to
administer the construction contract.in the manner so. @s to determine that the
project is constructed in reasonable conformity with the plans, specifications and
confract provisions.

PRE-CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES.

s the intent of the county o have the CONSULTANT pedform activities prior to the
start of construction. The activities will be but not limited: to: Constructibility Review,
Utility Coordination, Public Involvement with the stake holders and Bid review.

SURVEY CONIROL

The CONSULTANT shatl {1} make and record such measurernerts as are necessary 1o
caleulate and document qudntifies for items; and {2) perform ifcidental engineering
surveys as may be necessary 1o carry out the services covered by the Agreement.

TESTING

The CONSULTANT, or gpproved subeehsultant, shall perform sampling and festing of
component maferials and completed work items te the extent that will determine
that the materials and workmanship incarporated into the project are in reasonable
conformity with the plans, specifications and contract provisians.

Sampling, testing end labotatory methods shall be accomplished by the
CONSULTANT as required by the Flordg Department of Transporiation Standard
Specification er as maodified by the coniract provisions.

CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING SERVICES
The CONSULTANT shdaill péerfarm management engineering services necessary:

(1) fo assure. that proper coordination of the activiies of all parties involved will
accomplish a complete project; {2) to mointain organized, complefe, accurate
records of dll activiies and events relating to the project (3] to provide
interpretations of the plans, specifications and contract provisions of a minor nature

PS-3065-08/DRS H
Draft Agreement
Section 6



tAny other major interprefafions that affect the infegrity of the construction plans,
specifications, and contract revisions, shall first be directed to the Design Caonsultant
for their inferpreiations and recommendations); (4) to make recommendditions fo the
COUNTY to resolve disputes which arise in relation to the construction confract; end
{5) to maintain an adequate level of surveillance of the Constryction Contractor's
activifies. The CONSULTANT shall also perform any other construction engingering
services nommally or customarlly assigned to. a Resident Enginesr that are required to
fulfilt its responsibilifies under this Agréement. Construction engineering services for this
pioject shall include, but are not hecessarily limited te, the following:

The CONSULTANT shall provide a resident project engineer and the requisite
inspeciion staff fo observe the Construction Contractor's on-site construction
cperations ds required or necessdry to determine that qudlity of workimanship
and materals is such that the project will be completed in reasenable
conformity with the plans, specitications, and other coniract provisions. The
project site staff to be under the direction of a registered professional engineer
{Resident Enginget).

Pricr to the start of canstruction, the CONSULTANT shall assist the COUNTY in review of
fhe bids received for construction of the project. The review shall consist of an
overview of the bid prices received and the qualifications of the apparent, qualified
low bidder.

The CONSULTANT shall maintain records of alt significant activities and events relaling
fo the project and estimates of all werk completed by the Construction Contractor.
The CONSULTANT shall immediately repart to the COUNTY apparent significant
changes in quanlity, time or cost as they are noted.

The CONSULTANT shall maintaih @ Praject Control Schedule for the work. The
CONSULTANT shall, on @ regular basis, report the status fo the COUNTY on all major
items of work requested of the Conshuction Centracter reflected on the Project
Control Schedule.

The CONSULTANT shall review the Consfruction Confractor's schedule in detdil and
submit o report to the CQUNTY as well as meet with and discuss with the
Construction Confractor durlng the schedule review and approval process, and any
updates thereto. Any subsequent Canstruction Contractor requests for major activity
or construction confract fime extensions shall be reviewed by and commented on by
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the CONSULTANT. Project Canirol Schedule runs to review the results of Consiruction
Confractor requests andfor CONSULTANT recommended alternatives shall be
performed by the CONSULTANT, as required.

The CONSULTANT shall maintain a log of materials entering inte the work and ulilized
in the work with proper indication of the: basis of accepltance of each shipment of
material.

The CONSULTANT shall mdinhtain records of all sampling and testing aecomplished
uhder this Agreement and anaiyze such records required o ascertain acceptability
of material and compieted wark ifems,

The CONSULTANT shall meet with the Construction Cenfractor gn ne less than a
weekly bdsis {depending upon actual level of aclivily and/or progress) for project
coordingtion and problem resolufion,

The CONSULTANT shall record minutes. of each meeting and forward a copy to the:
Construction Condiactor and to the COUNTY with the engineer's. summary weekly
report, Included in the. feport shall be noted aclivities accomplished, production
achieved and shall list and describe thase scheduled activities which were not
accomplished, and whai adclivities/events were planned for the nexi week. The
CONSULTANT shall list separately any quality control problems or impediments to the
work thet would normally be noted in the engineer's weekly summary report.

Once each month, the CONSULTANT shall prepare a tabuldtion of the quantity of
each pay item satisfactorily completed to date. Quantities shall be based on daily
records of calculations. Caleulations shall be refained. The tabulation will be used for
prepatation of the monthly progress Estimate, The CONSULTANT shall submif the
completed tabulation o the COUNTY.

Shop drawings and ofher submitials will be reviewed and approved by the
CONSULTANT for confoimmance to. the infent of the design concept of the project
plans and specifications. Shop drawings/sample submittals and approvals shall be
tracked by the CONSULTANT. Tracking shall include, but nhot be limited to,
maintaining cognizance of the status of each submittal ds it progresses through the
review and dpproval precess and procedures. The CONSULTANT sholl actively
encourage all reviewers o accamplish reviews promptiy.
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The CONSULTANT shall provide to the Construction Contractor, inferprefations of the
plans, specifications and contract provisions. The CONSULTANT shall consul} with the.
COUNTY when interpreidtion involves complex er otherwise significant issues or may:
have an impact on the cost of performing the Work, When warranted by the
COUNTY, the COUNTY shall request an interpreiafion from the Design Consultant prior
to any mdjor changes of the pians speciiications and confract revisions being
clarified o the Ceanstruction Centractor by the CEI Consultani., The COUNTY shall
coordinate all requesis for involvement of the.Design Consultant.

The CONSULTANT shall andlyze any and all problems that érfise on the project dnd
preposals submitted by the Construction Confrdctor and shélt prepare and submit o
recommendciation fo the COUNTY.

The CONSULTANT shall analyze changes to the plans, specifications. oF contract
previsions and exira wark which appear to be nécessary fo carry out the intent of the
coniract when-it is determined thaf o change or exira wark is necessary and such
wark is clearly within the scope of the original contract. The CONSULTANT shall
recommend such changes to the COUNTY for approval/disapproval,

When it is determined that o modification to the original contract for the project is
required due fo necessary change in the character of the Work, the CONSULTANT
shall negotiate prices with the Construction Contreictor and prepare and submit for
approxal/disapproval by the COUNTY & Supplemental Agreement er change order.

In the eveni that the Consiruction Contractor for a project submits a claim for
additional compensation, the: CONSULTANT shall analyze the submitial and prepare
a recommendation 1o the COUNTY cevering and: dhdlyzing the validity and
redsonableness of the charges and shall céenduet negoliations leading 1o a
recommmendation for setflernent of the claim.

in the event that the Construction Contracior submits a request for extension of the
allowable contract fime, the CONSULTANT shall analyze the request and prepare a
recommendation to the CQUNTY coverng the dccuracy of statement and the
actual effect of the delay on the complgtion of the controlling work items and the
costs to the COUNTY.

The CONSULTANT shall prepare and submit to the COUNTY for further processing a
final estimate and twa (2) sefs of record plans for the construction contract.

PS-3065-08/DRS 4

Draft Agreement
Section 6



The. CONSULTANT shaill monitar the construction contract to the extent necessary to.
observe construction activiies in order to verfy general complionce with the
requ?remanfs of permits. The COUNTY will pravide the CONSULTANT with o copy of
each permif within the project limits. —

Upon identification of o prospective changed condition of construction contract
c’hanga the extent of change shall be anaiyzed by the CONSULTANT and in order of
magnitude estimate of cost and fime of changs, if any, will be prepared by the
CONSULTANT,

The CONSULTANT shall negetiate all changes with the Construction Contractor using.
the CONSULTANT - prepared: estimate as a basls, The CONSULTANT shall submit thé
resulis fa the COUNTY within two 2) weeks of start of hegotidlions or report the major
differences to the COUNTY, if agreement is not reached. The CONSULTANT shall
prepate supplement and change order documents and track the stalus of each one
until executed,

PERSONMEL

The CONSULTANT shall provide an .c:tgreed. upon number of quatiied personnel to
effectively carry out its responsibififies under this. Agreement, The CONSULTANT shalf
utilize only competent persennel who are qudlified by experience and education.

STAFEING

The CONSULTANT shall maintain an dppropricie staff after compiétion of construction
o complete the final Estimate and Record Plans. No persannel other than those
desighated herewith, shall be assigned to the project by the CONSULTANT unless
authorized by the COUNTY.

Construction engineering and inspection forces shall be required 1o be refdined by or
under confract fo the CONSULTANT at all fimes while. the Consiruction Contractor is
working on the construction coniract. If the construction contract is suspended, the
COMNSULTANTES forces shall be adjusted, to comespond with the type of suspension;
provided, however, that no member of the CONSULTANT'S forces shall be deemed fo
be a COUNTY employee.

PHOTOGRAPHS
Tha CONSULTANT shall take apd submit twoe (2] prints of each progress photogroph
taken edcch monfh. Views and liming of photographs shall be to show rhaximum

PS-3065-08/DRS 5
Draft Agreement
Section 6



pragrass. Photegraphs shall be clean, sharp and cleary show details. Photographs
shall be submitted in sets with each photograph numbered. in sequence beginning
with the numeral ene {1}. Photographs shall be enclosed in a clear plastic protecior
puriched fo fit a.standard 8 1/24nch by 11-inch three-ting binder.

OTHER SERVICES

The CONSULTANT shall upen wiitten authorzation by the COUNTY, perform any
addifional services not otherwise idendified in this Agreement as may be required by
the COUNTY in connection with the project. The following items are not included as
part of this Agreement, but may be required of the CONSULTANT by the COUNTY o
supplement the CONSULTANT'S services under this Agreement:

{1} The CONSULTANT shaill. upon review, approval and written authorization by the
COUNTY, make such changes and revisions. to the plans dnd specificdiions. as
may be required in order to complete the construction aclivities.

{2) The CONSULTANT shall, upon wiitten request by the COUNTY, assist the COUNTY in
preparing for abifrafion heatings, or litigation that occurs during the
CONSULTANT'S. conitact time in connection with the project ¢overed by the
Agreement.

{3} The CONSULTANT shall, upon wiitten request by the COUNTY, provide qualified
engineers and/for engineering witnesses, provide exhibits and otherwise assist
the COUNTY in any lifigation or hearings in connection with the censtryction
contraci(s).

{4} The CONSULTANT shall, upon wiitten request by the COUNTY, provide overall
program project cohirol scheduies for the purposés of gssisting the COUNTY in
overall planning and scheduling of consfruction projects.

{5} The CONSULTANT shall, upon wiitten request by the COUNTY, prowd@ project cost
and cash flow analysis services to assist the COUNTY with overall program
financial management of the. COUNTY'S proposed road
consiruction/improvement program,

{6) The CQUNTY agrees to compensate the CONSULTANT for authorized additional
services not included in this Agreement as a supplement to. the basic fee for
CE&d services. The amount of such fee and the specific scope of services will
be negotiated prior to the CONSULTANT providing such additional services.

Rev: April 20, 2005 AIK
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